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However the author’s time has handed down to posterity too insignificant informations®
for the philol who require not only an authentic text, but also want to know under
which impressions and circumstances it was written, and why it was written as they find if.
Now, Shakespeare himself besides writing his immortal works, did nothing to make himsell
further known to ns. i e to let us have a peep into his study?®, as f. i. Goethe did in his
Wahrheit und Dichtung. His contemporaries gave us as little information conecerning him as
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did not hesitate to mingle fable with historical facts if it better suitad
s; and thus later inquiries have not only shown Hamlet to be no histo-
all, though he is (laosely enough) connected with the old Danish king Rorie
J-C.7), but also proved him, together with the chief persons of the tale, most
evidently to belong to the earliest hgares of our northern mythology.®* One of the advant:
drawn from these learned investizations is that they furnish us with priceless sources for s
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nature having relation to our earth, which became equally personified in her turn,  Out of the
totally different qualities of this go <| sprang two persons just as different: the one bright,
beneficial: the other dark, gloomy, envious, but both very powerful. Their desire to get into
nossession of the fair yielding gmhlr‘.n- Earth leads to struggle and alternate conguest, in which,
1;|<n.'\;‘.-'u'-']'_ 1L TH 15 ever |'|L|||]|]|'l|'|_\' \.;1‘:-|;li-hn-||, ”H e ||.|1-|| 15 ll|||¢[| 1|cll1'|l!'_.‘ (] |il-ll|z<" |
other in her favour. During this time he gains strength and . Such a one must be
thought more youthful. He iz consequently made a son of the former, and filial love forces
him to revenge the death of his father. Being the son of the same goddess whase love the
present husband gained, seeks to retain, he remains at court, and we get acquainted with
facfs out ”r' I|i.= life, the earliest times not excepted, In his childhood he does many actions
which appear to be very rvidienlous, even foolish; hut they are for the wiser men ominous
tokens of an :|~|-i|'5||_u mind. He proves to be vietor in his turn. Yet in due time he must
: in cede to his CLemy '.Ic".-_'r||'1|it|j_' to the eternal c'||;n|;_'|' of all |';r|'1||]_‘.' thi /

These fundamental features translated into human notio and naturalised at the
Danish court during the 12th century, furnish us Saxo’s tale. Interwoven with manifold
reflexions and would-he learned allusions, by an awkward narrator <|I' the “il'i| (L
‘rench history as told by Belleforest. Adapted to the time of Elisabeth of 1
ilid court, by the powerful mind of the greatest tragedian ..1 the '-.-I-.-.I.l.
different sl ich, however, l"ll:"-\ not deny its first origin, and
gason that it r ined some featnres of the old tale, shows some 1ncong
proved a 1<.|.-Inl crux for the interpreters.
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murder of his father. He was luc
means which Fengo |'||||1|H.x-'|1| to find ont hisreal s young lady
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to the impressions of love. He escaped this trap by the help of a foster-brother who

him timely rning; and the lady herself promised silence. On the md trial, when a cour

tier had offered to overhear Amleth duving a private meeting which he was to have with his

mother, the prince found the eavesdvopper under the rushes that lay on the floor, and atter
having butchered him, he threw the body into a pit for the pigs to feed on. His mother
thought he had done this in his state of |i'_i-|=:'|:-|, and was very sad at it; but Amleth, after
having tasked her about the eriminal conrse she led with the murder of her husband,
onfessed her why he dissembled thus; he enjoined her silence with regard to what he had
I|~]|| her, and succeeded to !||']'||.: his mother hack to a virtuous life,

]"r- 10 WIS 110°%W I :«n'_'.i-lt to |x'.|] t|||' EII"-I||| ]'.||1 as ]||- WS ;||'I'_'I::\| T |||Il"'||l| .'\I.I||l'l]|':-.
srandfather Roric, he chareced the king of E |l'.-1 to do it for him. The prince, however,
on his journey to England. discovered his uncle's plan. He seeretly altered the letter of Fengo,
which contained the order for his death and Ilnn-u] the destruction designed towards himself,
on the bearers of the letter, hidding the English king, in the same time, to make him his
sou-1n-law.

At table with that king, the prince disdained to touch anything hecause — as he told his
attendants — the dishes and the drinks were polluted, also that his hosts were of no pure royal
descent.  The king, upon inquiries, finding all this to be true, wondered much at the prince’s
wisdom, and did not hesitate to fulfil what he thought Fengo had desired him to do,

shall ouly zive a summa ry of his tale.




When Amleth came back to his country, his obsequies were just celebrating, hecause
he was believed to be dead. Amleth made his return a signal for great carousing, and
aucceeded to intoxicate all the courtiers, after which he caused a net to fall over them. He
hail asked his mother to prepave it in the hall. before he parted for England. Then he pat
fire to the house, so that all the friends of the king perished, and he slew Fengo with his
aowin -‘l'\-'HI'li..

The next morning, when Amleth saw 1 the people remained indifferent about the
,[.-_.,1|-;l.-1;n:: which he had caused, he eame forth, and |rl'rJ‘.:--lll|"'il.If_1| i ]Il'.lj_: -|!l'l'l']1. he told them
that it had been his wish to free the country from a tyrant, and to take rvevenge for the
'r|tL|'||-'I' 01 ]Ji“ !Iilii!l'l'. l\|| wera i:lfi»..':lh:'el_ ;|||-¢| ;|L]_:r|ig'w,]_ ||'_|:-. AcnieNness.

Of conrse he feigned no longer the distracted now, but |H"'_',:|I| to lead l|3ii['3‘ another
and rather a pompous life. He had the history of his life engraved upon his golden shield.
chose a great number of handsome vouths for his personal attendants. and went with them

to Enoland to feteh his wife.

But the king of England, though loath to do any harm to his son-in-law, was never-
theléss bound by former oaths to revenge the death of Fengo. Therefore he sent Amleth to
the Seottish queen to ask her in marriage for him, beeause she was known to kill all who
came to court her. However., it was a lucky eirenmstance for our hero that she did no socl
thing this time, but rather fell in love with him.

Having previously a tered the king's letter to that efieet, she ]u't'-n;ui-.‘c[ Amleth to take

ey himself for his second w i which this queen .HLI_- more succeeded, as Amleth did not
suspect her forgery with the letter and, therefore, did not lknow how much that marriage
was ageainst the king's wishes.
1 his father-in-law met him with an army. but Amleth
OVercame I|:,|:1_ the second ||,-|_1,' ||_l.' 4 1 ]\ =00 ‘||_'|;|E ]|" |'|r'.|.|1| s00n return Inhi-. 1'-:|II'!111'.'L. '\.‘|'|l|"|"'
he lived some time, and afterwards fell in & war against Vielet the suecessor of Rorie!
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15 not mal.
T lovely Ophelia grows out of that fair lady whom we see used as this one was,
to discover the dissimulation of Hamlet. How dearly she loved him! It is not necessary to
doubt that Saxo thinks her the daughter of a courtier, as she is with Shakespeare the daugh-
he all-officious courtier, who hid himself in Gertrude’s room, and there found

ter of Polonius,
his unexpected death.
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one save the king. rather astonishes by the . method in his madnes” He fools the courtiers
sot to lead him to ]rir;‘lﬂll't’.\'. that they might search his mind, and kills the one who wished
to. overhear him. “The reproaches with which he tasks his mother. ave here as severe as theve.
Hamlet also frustrates the desived effect of his 1|'|'1|_:|-|_-1|'|i, |_':|1;]|.~.|| jonrney, reurins unlookod-for
after having altered the letter which his companions were hearers of, and finally he kills his unele.

So far they arve alike, but there are many points in which they differ. Hamlets cha
racter is rather changed, and, by this, alse mauy of the attendant circumstances. But here 1
touch upon a point which is disputed enough. For. as by one the piece is considered f
13‘.1:_‘---5.\' of fools, but ||_1.' another the most t||||1:_:||:|'11'.. g0 the one ealls Hamlet a drea
the other a great ]I[lil"‘:liplll':'. and a third one a masician; this one makes him represent lxer-
NIATLY, that one 5]|:||{|'.‘=]r1';||'|'. and another Protheus. All these 1||1i‘|il:11-. show at least
H:1[||]1'1_ 15 10 more |]I=- II||-I|III||'_|i'. .'IJJ‘I :H'!i\'l' AVETEAT of |'Ii:\ I;|-'.I|-.-r"_a r]l"!|||, 'l-||4.- |n1'i|.1"l- o
not remain one who is langhed at by the courtiers: he is well eductated.
is entirely a man of his time — perhaps even of our century — a philosophic mind that is less rea-
dy to act than to veason with himself. His everlasting hesitations prevent him from doing
.-|rLI\I'|1irL:J of what he had taken npon Liitn., .'|||i| ]|(- ||':|\'f‘=- ‘||| to chanee. This becomes l--ql‘:"s-
ally ohbvious in Hamlet’s starting for England to no purpose. and his veturn wilhout being
seen to.act now, so that he is nearly dead hefors he has killed his unele. The prince is na-
1|I|':'=||.‘|' hrought Ing-'t]u"l' with persons and situations suiting him and his time. His father is
not openly murderved; a ghost tells Hamlet of his unnatural end; the prince puts no fmplicit
trust in him, but does not .'I|1H,LL-‘[|II']' scorn his l\"-lillll:n::_\'. Hamlet domineers over all the
courticrs with whom he has to deal. His love to [l'|.'|'|||']i.'l_ her ill*-':-'lii_\.' and death ar )
features of Shakespeare, as well as the scenes where lie speaks with the gravedig
rick, and also that he has a friend to trust in, and to converse with. Whether it was just
or not that also Hamlet dies in the end with s uncle has heen often argued on.

The 'question is now: Did Shakespeare use Saxo’s tale for his Hamlet, o1
had he other sources?

There arve only a few critics who believed Saxo was known Lo our poet. 1
heen able to read any onc of their reasons for this view, However, as their opinion
not found any advocates, I do not fear to have lost anything. Tt is Theobald mentioned
Furness® as having been the first who noted that flie plot of Hamlet is derived from 5
CGerammaticns. And Elze? says, Dr. Grey and Mr. Whalley (middle of the 18th century)th
Shakespeare took his subject for Hamlet immediately trom the Danish historian. Many t
Shakespeare used the French translation of Saxo; others believe he had an English one; others
ATl Lirnit his merit to the wiston of an old |ri,;l_\'_ The tirst of £l -:~I|[1||||.-1.l11'u||~ has o oreat ||'|'-|||::-
bility, because we have nothing at all to show that Saxo was known in England in Shakespeare’s
time, whilst it 15 !II'H\'l't] of a French work which contained a translation of Saxo’s tal Now it 18
a fact that Shakespeare, in general, kept close to his sources, and as the French translation
differs in many respects from Saxo, we ought to have from this civeumstance. a means to find
out the source of Hamlet, if it is to be looked for in these tales. However, apart from that
general resemblance of whieh I have spoken alveady, I have found only one passage where
there is a closer relation in the expressions between Shakespeare and the tale; and this one
speaks against Saxo. It is I, 4. 17 f. . This heavy-headed revel, east and west Makes
traduc’d and tax’'d of other nations: They clepe us drunkards ete This Shakespearean
reflexion 18 to be found in the translation, but not in Saxe’s text.? And a httle further on
the lines ,So, oft it chances in particular men, That for some vicious mole® down to: ., To
his own scandal*?) may be thought to have relation to: Aussi il est bien vrai, que Thomme qui
se laisse aller apres un vice, et forfait destestable, estant la liaison des pechez fort grande.
il ne se soucie en rien de s'abbandouner & nn pire, et plus abhominable.®

It was during the 16th century that Saxos’s tale found the way into IFrance, wheri
FrancoisdeBelleforest{1530—-15583)° toretherwith Boistean, translated the, Histoires ||'.-i;_1i-||||-~"-
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taken from the Halian of Bandello, The fifth volume! contains 12 tales. the third of
which has the title ,Avee quelle rnse Amleth, qui depuis fut Roy «
la mort de BONL pere ”H]'Ille‘.'!:f]]'“lu tlL'-'ik p:n- !
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the French translator differs from Saxo.?
With Belleforest, Feneo kills his brother l-ill'l||'. during 2 ]I.'||H|I:|--|'_ with the ||f||i of some men
whom he has secretly won for this enterprise.’ Saxo only says:* He Lilled him, when time
and enient, Gernthe had adulterous intercourse with her husband’s hrother
f nne of the former, aceording to Belleforest;® whilst in Saxo’s tale® Fengo
ains her ouly after the death of Horvendile.
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the English king, Belleforest amply details on t pretended art of the northern people to
know supernatural things, and that also Amleth was instructed in this science.? He does nat
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he finds Hermutrude to bear vesemblance to the wife of Mithridates, and to Zenohia queet
of Palmi and her forsaking Amleth makes him axclaim against the fickleness of women 2
Amleth’s doting upon Hermutrude reealls to his mind the end of Hercules and Samson®
Thus he everywhere seeks to show how versed he is in hooks.

3. 0O

Our French narvator also seasons his tale with various moral and other reflexions
He H[h'ilkﬁ of traitors who must pay the interest u'u':hn-i[‘]h-]'liu!in]:p; actions u']j_\' WEe OWE Veneria-
tion we owe to owr hereditary princes,® complaining at the same time of their seserve, and
that it 15 so diffienlt to :E|J]II'=':1"]I them:® also that glanderers are more honoured at court
than virtuous persoms;” that great pevsons who have once left the path of honesty often tur
the most perversed people.® To conclude with, he wishes the reader may not follow the bad
examples which he finds in old tales, but rather surpass the heathens in virtue, as the Christian
veligion exceeds their superstition.®

In spite of all these tedious remarks, and in spite also of the bad French it was
written in, the novel of Belleforest nevertheless met with a favourable reception,!®if we may
be allowed to come to that conclusion from the number of editions that have been issued!
since the year of 1564. Tt was even translated in England. By wh
however. be said. The earliest known copy is in Capell’s collection
printed in 1605, It is a .bald, literal, and in many respects uncout

n and when ecannot,
Cambridge), and was
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ducing the French text almost in every detail. However it contains two alterations which are
equally to be found in Shakespeare’s tragedy. For this reason some of the Hamlet cormmen-
tators think that the elish tale was made up after Hamlet. These are the differences:
Belleforest’s conrtier hides himself underneath a quilt or earpet! (Belleforest puts ,loudier®
for Saxo’s stramentum the rushes strewn on the ground), upon which Amleth, imitating

vock in his feigned madness, jumped when he entered his mother’s room. The English
tale on the econtrary has an arras (hangings at another place)® behind which the listening
courtior stands, This one also makes Hamblet erie ,a 1at, a rat®® when he kills the courtie :
of which nothing is to be found in Bellef + nor in Saxo either.

Hebler® somewhat tacetiously proposes to explain that oufery in this way: The English
trauslator not knowing what to make of ,quelque cas caché™,® boldly conjectured .rat* for
was, as well as he mistook mollify? for desmolisse.® It is true that the letters v and ¢ in
se old prints may be easily confounded, but survely quelque cas cache was not the most
diffieult passage which the translator had to deal with.

Already Capell, when speaking of the ,history of Hamblet”, wondered much® that
1 other expression of the tale but only ,a rat, arat™ had come out of it into Shakespeare’s
play. He was sure that it was of much older date than the impression which he posses: d;
~perhaps but little later than its orieinal, which was written in 1570, and published soon atter™,

W

b

Drake, on the anthority of the inscriptions in Stationers’ Hall, stated'® that a com-
translation of Belleforest came' outl in 1596, hut that parts of it. the history of Ham-
t before that date. Vol. I, p. 541 he quotes
Pavnter, who in the second part of his Pallace of Pleasure (1667)** says .l doe omit for this
present time Sundry Novels of mery devize, reserving the same to be joyned with the rest of
another |';||'i. wherein ghall succeede the remnant of Bandella, Bl ”‘ sutch ., sutferal %
the learned French man Fran de Belleforest hath selected® ete.  We learn from this at
least that Bel rest was known in England shortly after the middle of the 16th century.

Paynter those of . mery devize'; or he him-

'l'x'.':" as |||- 15 not |{'.---‘.'-'|L [} ||:'.‘.'I' "IIJ:Llli]"li

ineluded, were known in ['jll_:_;!:llnll alre

s

DOMmMenne may ave translated his I|';|:i|';,'| tales
elf may have published the one or the other
another collection for his third volume,
Farmer pre 11 o Novel, called the H
original: a tfragment m black letter, ave geen', This has misled the commen-
tators to admit of an early translation, in England, of the fale in question. However a black
does not prove that it was printed hefore Shakespeare’s play, for this kind of

istorie of Hamblet was his (Shakespeare's)

latter o
prints ceased to appear only in king James's time.

Malone®and Collier' concluded (from reasons which' T shall better mention wher
i the old play of Hamlet) that the English history of Hamlet existed before 1554,
Of the other Shakespeare students, noue of whom iz positive, because there ecannot
be found a copy of the tale anterior to 1608, I mention especially G rvinus,'® Simr ock!
nd Delins®®as those who vet think with the eldest commentators of Hamlet,®! that of the
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history of Hamlet as told by Saxe and Belleforest. there must have existed an English trans-
lation hefore Shakespeare wrote his Hamlet,

Eilze! has some doubts to aceept of it. (Tschischwitz? is of the same opinion). He
thinks Shakespeare took his subject from the French novel. The English version, very
likely, may have been written after Shakespeare’s famous tragedy had made the subjeet
a favourite one with the English people. The translator, half inconsciously, adapted an inci-
dent and a ]Fhi':].‘-‘(‘“]'ﬁ_ﬁl‘-' which had become almost |r['|ﬂ'r-|']+i_:|], That the passage A rat, a rat”,
made & deep impression on the audience receives confirmation from the fact that Shirley in
his Traitor, 1635, imitated this scene almost word for word.

Blze has in hiz favour the analogue which Shakespeare’s Lear and Pericles® offer,
the first of which gave vise to the ballad of the same name®, as the latter was the source
of the novel of Pericles, Prince of Tyre®, a fact which we see repeated still in owr days,
and our old Volkshiicher had a similar origin.®

Friesen, repeating Elze's conjecture?, declines to treat further on this question,
hecause Elze does not absolutely deny the existence of an earlier English version. and hecanse
the Hamlet eritic has to deal with matters of greater importance.

Furness, in his excellent edifion of Hamlet® is also of Elze’'s opinion, and states
that this commentator’s arguments have not yet met with the general adoption which they
deserve. He thinks Flze's explanation to be at least less forced than the other which m:
tains that two such striking passages were invented by a translator of a mani inferior
stamp. and transtferred from hig work to Hi.,-||;|-,-=l;|-;u'|-'~.-_

Which is now the I'j;_']]i one of all those different Ir||'iH;|-|1" 3,

Of course, nothing certain can be said about it, as lomg as we have no other than the
existing means to seftle the matter. The old way to explain it may be vight; and I am well
aware that we cannof say., There was no such tale anterior to Hamlet, because none has
come down to us. But Elze's reasoning is the most convincing, and as I am unable to oive
another or a better way of explanation, I willingly subscribe to if.

Thus little importance can be ascribed to the English tale of Hamlet; more value has
Saxo’s as furnishing the first palpable trace of the subject; but the greatest rests with the
]'-i‘i'lll.'lll one., I'hbll'l'l.‘l”:\' if 1t [#ER0] he '|+|;'|J'\.'|'|| 1||_:1f 1]|e']‘|- was 10 |J!l| '||l:|_\' |ai\ H;H'“]J-I \\.'||iu]| |'|)I[||i,
have served as a souree for Shakespeare’s masterpiece. [ shall treat on this question on the
|'n“l|'|\.'illg_.( pages.
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On the Old Play of Hamlet

It was very natural to think that Shakespeare used an old play as source for his
Hamlet, for we know he did so, when he wrote some of his other pieces?, and his contempo-
raries likewise never hesitated to avail themselves of this easy mode to produce something
new?, especially if a novelty was required to attract visitors to the play-house. Now. the
fact seems to be that a piece treating upon the subject of Hamlet existed betore Shakespeare
wrote what we now consider the standard text of this piece. It is now to be shown.
when it was written, who was the author of i, and what is was like, all of wich
is vather difficult for want of incontestible proofs. The critics are divided into two chief par-
ties, some considering Shakespeare, others Kyd to be the author of the old play; Kn
the |!-:'ii't"i‘;li‘.; .'||;|!|||:.i|;.|| for the one, Collier for the other. With !'|':,;';{]'L| to the time when it
was written, almost every one has another opinion.

The whole matter chiefly rests upon three®) appavent allusions to Shakespearve, and
informations drawn from contemporary writers, which I am going to state. We possess ont

icht 15

of L'?||;||\|'=||-. are's timne:

19 an ,Epistle® by Nash prefixed to R Greene’'s Menaphon or Arcadia (published in
1589) where the author, referring to the makers of plays of that day. says:* It 15 a common
among a sort of shifting companions, that runne through every art, and

]ll':ai'[i"l' now a daies
thrive be none, to leave the trade of Noverint, whereto they were borne & busie themselves
with the indevours of art, that could scarcelie latimize their necke-verse if they should have
lish Sencen vead by candle-light yeeldes manie good sentences, as Bloud is a
orth: and 1f you mmtreate him faire in a frostie II1-|I'1.'.i]J:_'. he will affoord VOl
mlets, I should say Handfulls of tragical speeches™.

Henslowe’s diary®, found at Dulwich College, with the following note: .9 of June
1594 Rl at hamlet <. ... Vi

30 '|!||- "c|“|-\'.'|||-_-; passage ]|_\ ]|| E.llllf.'-' 111 1\‘\.i1~ ‘\|[-r]l -'L||I| the ‘I\I.Iltllla.‘-\ .\l;llllll':u.-!-:"

JOme of these Devils named Hate-Vertue: you shall know him by this, he 1s &
lubber, his tongue tipt with lying, his heart steeld against charity, he walks for the most p:
in hlack, under colour of gravity. and looks as pale as the Visard of y* Ghost which cried so
miserably at y* Theatre, like an Oisterwife, Hamlet, Revenge . ....!

These are indeed very doubtful informations leaving room for varvious interpretations,
to which they have been subjected in consequence.

Thus Malone helieved that a play of Hamlet was on the stage hefore 1589, and that
probably Kyd was the anthor of it.” He quotes as proof Nash's epistle which he thinks to he
a lash at Shakespeare, and ,which should have appeared before 1592, when Gabriel Harvey
printed Foure Lettres and certaine Sonnetts, especially touching Rob. Greene in one of which

neede: yet

his Arvcadia is mentioned.*

Yet Malone had to change his mind several times with vegard to this.
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In our country Eschenburg first drew the attenfion to this matter' withont, how-
ever, inquiring himself into it,

The next in time was the Englishman Dyce. He was convinced® that Nash and
Lodge alluded to a lost old drama of Hamlet.

As Dyce believed Nash's ,Epistle® to have been published already in 1587, Collier
from this and the statement of Henslowe's Diary, thought that the old play existed already
in 1587. He added® to this proposition: It is often alluded to by econtemporaries,
there is no moments doubt that it was written and acted many years hefore Shakespeare’s
tragedy of the same name was produced; but he iz not certain whether it was Kyd's pin_\.

Further treated on [||i\L]1u-I1'uu Ulriei* who adds to Collier's result that this old play can
not probably have heen Shakespeave’s tfirst sketch of his 1;.1"1=l\,d-,1lnlh‘\l m|u|||n' itions from
Seneca, (whom it was thought Shakespeare could not read, though there existed franslations
of thisz author at that time).® Ulrielr thousht it !ILI\I'}.\__ that l.+|<]_u*-.~.||.'|h-:|u|- hinted at Shake
speare’s play. because he was no friend of this aunthor.

g For Schmidt® Nash's testimony was sufficient to prove the existence of an elder
Hamlet of which, probably, Kyd was the author.

Hoffmanns essay’ contained nothing new except the assertion, for
to. give his anthority, that Kyd's old |-|;}_‘.' had the title .. The Revenge of Hamlet*

Gervinus differs from Collier only so far as to consider® the old play to he

.‘;||;5|\'|'~|If'rll'l'.-.

Brown (C. A.) m Shake ~|H‘EI|"-' antohiog
speaks of Shakespeare and his play of Hamlet, before it was enlm
any one else but Shakesp. to think of such a wonderful invention, for the dramati
of the story,as that ch:
der, invelving the necessity of the ghost’s appearance to seek revenge.

Delinsg has no new reasons for the existence of the old |I!.:|'-\r but he his
dueced hofore "lilu wall =i paLrate Wl from those which have ress
and of [:;|'|| He leaves it undecided whether it is & work of Shalke speare o of some other author.

h hit., not lonz hefore. ||.||] -|I1._|l|I|'|| 0 prove 1 "r‘l the old P |.I\- l.'--l| | Lie: 'IIJHI;II:.'
|I|:-n' sketeh of Sh.

The clearest and most |'|r|1|1_|||'ln' |'h‘.|m-«i|in:; of this matter has Elze 1n his Hamlet.
His results are the following:

1" To speak of an old non-Shakespearean Hamlet was o
those who could not think that the aboye -
Faylor played the part of Hamlet in 1596 — Hamlet is not mentioned among Shakespeare’s
vs 10 Mere's Palladis Tamia, nor in some other books on literature out of that time')
1 early Shakespearean Hamlet.
st preces of Hiz:llu-w]u-nl'l'. and attained
14

aphical Poems? is fully convinced thai Nash
d. He thinks it impossible
I'|I|'|1
from an open :~|:|.1.'i||:1_ with some show of cause, to a secret mur

i |I"|."l

i} the ||||s|||-- af - 16053

else but

WGk 0l necessity 101

as some  oth

Vid.

.-.[;|-'L-c| testimonies (as

yvet he ];%'u\.':-1| to agree with the Hl|||n-~w]'Ti1|l| of &
2 Hamlet beloneed in its st form to the earl
its excellence ||Ii' succesive modifications, as I‘LI.Li_'.!h% has |n'-_|\|-|1 to evidence,

Elze gives two more reasons, why he thinks Shakespeare wrote his first Hamlet not
long after 1585:'° the verses (V, 1, 150) ,these 3 years I have taken note of it; the age etet
considered together with the publication of Lyly’s Enphues (in 1579), a work which |||'|lr Jthat
the toe of the peasant came 80 near the heel of the courtier to _'.{:I“ his kibe.* s ahonut

this time, if a few years are allowed for this eorruption of the English language to have spread

nd 214.
. 272
" Herrig und Hoffmanns Archiv ILI p. 382
BT N and ¢
"1 rely hers i . b
0 Hamlet, p and 360,
' Shakespeare Studies j. 6l I shall have to speak of that forther on.

1
12 0, XVIL £
P | did not find any proots for that.

“':llh:'» Disconrse of English Poetry, 1566; Puttenham’s Art. of Kngl. Poesy, Harrington's Apo-
logy of Poetry (1591.)
" tudies of Shake LA R 39 and H1.
18 Hamlet, |

. XXIT £




12

among the lower classes. The other is: It is possible that the birth of his twins Judith
and Hamnet, which probably drove him to London, made him pick out the subject of Hamlet;
and some time after the death of his son (1596) he took it up again,

Friesen, who is of the same opinion as Elze, produces nothing especial,® excepting
hiz refutation of Chalmers subtleties,® viz. that Hamlet I, 1, 105—107 (The main motive ete.),
[ 1. 119—121 (—— the moist star. ete)) and I, 1, 123—125 (And prologue to the omen ete.)
prove, with sufficient certainty, the true epoch of Hamlet to be the beginning of 1597.

Hebler follows here Delius.®

Hazlittis convineed* (he does not give any of his reasons) that Shakespeare, for the
subject, resorted to the earlier drama, and made the piece. what it is, out of the inexhaustible
resonrces of his own marvellous mind,

The editors of the Clarendon Press Series believe that Schakespeare had nothing to
do with Hamlet before 1602 (ef. further bhelow).

Tsehischwitz finds it little probable® that two Hamlets existed about 1587, to which

conclusion Knight's and Elze’s proofs, he says, lead us with necessity. Therefore, he thinks
it move likely that Shakespeare remodelled the work of his predecessor (Kyd) who died in
1595, very soon after this year. without changing much the plot nor the persons either. It

is his conviction that Shakespeare’s play cannot possibly be alluded to in Lodge's Wits Miserie.
beecause it nowhere contains such an outery of the ghost as ,,Hamlet, revengel* DBut the last
of these critics is mistaken in the proofs which be forwards® in order to show that Kyd was
the author of the old play. Charles Knight in his Studies of Shakespeare, p. 61 does not

give it as his opinion taken out of Lownde’s Bibliographical Manual, that an old play of

Hamlet by Kyd existed in 1589, Kuight says most distinetly in the place quoted by Tsch.
'L[] Skottowe and Mp. Lowndes have certainly mistaken conjecture for proof. Not a ftittle
of distinet evidence exists to show that there was any other play of Hamlet but that of
Shakspere; and all the collateral evidence upon which it is inferred that an earlier play of
Hamlet than Shakspere’s did exist, may, on the other hand, be taken to prove that Shakspere’s
original sketch of Hamlet was in repufe at an earlier period than is commonly assigned as
its date™. If Tschischwitz had read Knight's Studies?, he could not have overlooked 1it. as
this passage follows immediately after the one he Ijsitﬂ."ll

When ponderine on those testimonies above, always struck me at first that .,whole
Hamlets of tragical speeches® in Nash's Epistle must ||u[ needs he an allusion to an old play
of Hamlet, Of course, the expression would have been rather extraordinary, if it was chosen

to denote a great number. But there is in Shakespeare’s Cymbeline the phrase . I't let a
parish of such Clotens blood™.® and also Hamlet’'s ,sea of troubles® is a similar expression.
The word Hamlets heing, however, printed in another character than the rest — as [learn from
Malone,* this changes the ||1.|l1|1 altogether, and gives great, though no absolute, proba-
bility for the existence of an old play of Hamlet.

But who was the author of 1t? Those who name Kyd or Shakespeare. have no more sure
proofs than those who hold that we still possess the old len in the quarto of 1603; and hr-lu. and
there \-Ilmnn-ﬂllfllh must go for proofs. If we allow as 1t is generally done — that the phrases
wshifting companions®, ., runne through everyart®, thrivebe none®, and ,leavethe trade of Noverint®
are meant to allude to Shakespeare, we do it I]t‘(-‘l.li:-'l' we want to have some faets with which we are
able to fill out that blank in Shakespeare’s life from the birth of histwin-children, — when he probably
lett Stratford for London, apparently without the means to support himself in that town — to the
time when hl Was clffl}ﬂill A% an .1Llu1 and an anthor for the theatre. And we m: Ly do so, because
Shakespeare’s works prove him to have hvr_u well acquainted with the ]HU[!’H-\ItJllil terms that
belong to those occupations which are said to have filled up that time. But if we do so, we
must equally admit that Nash knew all Shakespeare's where-ahouts anterior to his London
life; or that people then spoke of Shakespeare already as some of us now do, or at least

U Briefe, p. 47 L

4 Chalmer, Suppl. Apol, P a50 1
3. 102
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shakesp. Libr, L vol. 11, p. 212

5 Hamlet, p. X,

I Shakesp.-Forschungen I, p. 2

" Knight, Studies of Sh. p. 61.

It is Cymb. IV, 2, 169. ef. Friesen.
Works, VII, 1649,
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something like 1t, to permit those myths, with which later fabulists® have surrounded
F]l:lkr-ﬁjn-:.tl'i'-h' life, to assume a palpable shape. We must believe that the poet really shitted from
one trade to the other; that he butchered in a tragieal style; that hé was schoolmaster for
some time: that, after he had come up to Liondon, he had his horse ]|r|_‘.r3: hefore the theatre:
01 1|'l:!| he Hil!ili{'ll i'::i',{]i‘-'h Seneca® after the t];L_‘.'-s toil in the office of a1 :l[|f!]‘lll'_‘!. as lze
Las it in his Shakespeare. The phrase .thrive by none*,in that case, would not necessarily
mclude that also the poet’s trial to start as a dramatic poet, had failed. In the mildness of
the blame thrown upon the author, we may find a reason fo conclude that he was still a
beginner. This again would help to explamm why, on heing repeated in 1594, Hamlet hrought
Henslowe only the small share of 8 shillings. Perhaps bad players impaired the estimation

of the piece by acting so pittifully — some actor might have conceived the role of the ghost
as in ,Iratricide Punished®, where he is so liberal with puffc and boxes on the ear, which
|:1I,L’|Ii to have at all times ‘i]r('li]i'il any ;.Lflml effect - that the E]in-:'e- Was ]:'1|."—'~|l"'!l"1- Hamlet

shows what bad .'lt:ti]]f_f mig]n be seen then.®

And if we allow that Shakespearve, being but a new-comer in 1589, may have produced
something which did not immediately fill with rapture all the play-going people. we may
easily believe the piece spoken of was Shakespeare’s play: for Knight's supposition® that he
wrote the fivst sketeh of Hamlet during the same period when he produced the other plays with
more or less bloody seenes, is admissible.

Lodge's remarkable passage is suvely a proof that a Hamlet existed before or in
1506 (as Henslowe’s Diary furnishes the proof that it existed in 1594, and that it was then
already an old one, because Henslowe did not put his usual sign for new ones); and it proves
perhaps even that it was Shakespeare's. For, though Tschischwitz maintains, Lodge’s pamphlet
cannot possibly allude to Shakespeave. because his piece dees not contain any passage like
wHamlet, revenge!®, Ifeel inclined to say, it does eontain this passage, but Lodge did not
write it in full. Those who were expected to read his pamphlet. would perfectly know whose
picce Nash meant, when he quoted nothing else but the two most important words which,
being pronounced with the rest, must have most forcibly struck the ear of the auditory:
Hamlet, (if ever thou didst thy dear father love.) Revenge (his foul and most upnatural
murier)!*

Thus it is my opinion that, though no really positive and incontestible facts can be
drawn from the testimonies for an old play, as they allow rather different interpretations, it
s yet very probable that a Shakespearean Hamlet existed in 1589 (which, perhaps. is still
iextant in QY and) which the poet remodelled afterwards.?

1 Aubrey, Davenant, Betterton, Cibber.

£ I do mot think that this l.-N|-r-.--:-*:--r| means a translation of Seneea, bnt rather some I':rlj_-“.-.l: poet who
was: thought to equal that Latin aothor.
2 111, hith

¢ Studies of
® The third point of this part of my essay, what this Shakespearean Hamlet was like, will b
| on helow.

wakesp. p. 39,




"The two HKditions
(1603 and 1604.)

{nar |;.L‘|'_~.'L-||E .,'-'||'i||]'.3' which 15 50 rich in rare |i.1c'L'ill'_\ illll] other discoveries, has also
h Z.l“,ll us to make a oreat step towards the i'|||;|] -<|1'|1Li|r|| of 1|H' Hamlet l]lll:=:-»[i<|ll \\"iHi l'i-B}'LI'It
Ly 'i|'|,|' I'l]il'il]!!"- |l‘|- :l'l:l.‘w |'I]I|.'\'

During the first two decenniums of it we hear Drake.! Eschenburg® and Malone? still
I of the quarto of 1604 as being the earliest known one. but they wisely called it ,the
first edition hitherto discovered.* Tt bears the following title: The Tragicall Historie of
Hamlet, Prinee of Denmarke. By William Shakespeare. Newly imprinted and enlarged to
Jdmost as much againe as it was, according to the true and perfect Coppie. At Londen.
Printed by 1. B, for N. L. and are to be sold at s :J]I-I|I5ll' vader Saint Dunstons Church

in Fleetsreet. 1604,

The guarto is scarce ol
carefully repriuted seve al times.

[n 1823 it lost its preeminence with regard to time. A certain Sir Henry Bunbury
who loved to collect old plays, found® a small volume inguarto barbarously cropped and very
ill<bound* which contained, along with eleven other Shakespearean pieces . /The Tragicall
Historie of Hamlet Prince of Denmarke By Willinm Shakespeave. As it hath heene diunerse
times acted by | in the Cittie of London: as also in the two Vniuersities
of Cambridee and Oxtord. and else-where. At London printed for N: L. and John
Trandell.  1605.°

This copy, now I '||-|:-'-:-'-\;-i|||| of the Duke of Devonshire, who |||:ll;_'||| it for a consi-

tunatel 1 the last Page wantin It was howev 1II,l.|]Ili.l'|| |Ill\. the
another copy which contained the last leaf, though the first was want-
This one is depo in the British Museum.

As the edition of 1603 has no |>t'i.'!_i|'|‘-- name, it lhas been ¢
printed by the same J(ames) R(oberts) who had already, in 1602, the intention to issue a
Hamlet. and for this reason caused the following entry to be made in the Stationers” Register,
most probably in order to assure the print of the piece for himself:® 1602 XXVI* July James
Robertes Entred for his Copie wvnder the handes of master Pasfeild and master waterson
warden A booke called . The Revenge of Hamlet, Prince Denmarke® as it was latelie Acted by the
Lord Chamberleyne his servantes . . . VI?* (Steevens found this entry in the Stationers [tegisters
ef. Furness, Hamlet 11, 12).

The duke of Devonshire's copy of 1803 was very soonreprinted, eveninour country, in Leipsic,
already in 1825.7 and was hailed at by old Goethe® as the first sketch of Shakespearve,
showing nowhere, when compaved with the edition of 1604, any peculiar ,pentiment®, any
serions omission or chanze, though it had now and then obliterated some too strong, yet na-
tural, terms: a valuable present for Shakespeare’s passionate friends.

Collier® and Ulriei® did not think it was Shakespeare's first draught of the tragedy

oh, only three copies heing known of if; but it has heen
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which he enlarged and improved as it appeared in 1604 ; but that it was .printed from a manu-
Hi"l'illt taken down in short-hand from the ]'I't.'l}'l']':-'-l mouths as the plece  was delivered )}
the stage.*

Knight opposes Colliers view most decidedly.! It is his opinion that the copy of
1604 gives us the play as it was originally written by Shakespeare, ' The Hamlet of 1603
is a sketch of the perfect Hamlet, and probably a corrupt copy of that sketeh. His first con-
ception was an early one; it was remodelled, ,enlarged to almost as much again as it was®
in the beginning of the 17th ecentury. This fivst copy being then of comparatively little value
was piratically published.” It is from the difference which the two quartos show in that scene,
wherea EE:lrllll‘f I (l'l“'h'ii.l!l]i'll:," about the "E-l'.'E.'_'.'l'll-li”!:’- of the '_'-i'[.'\."' that ]{Ili_ﬁ”l proves 4 con-
siderable space of time to be between the composition of Q! and Q.* | Novelty, ,humour of
children® ete, he says, in the first copy, points to a period when plays were acted by children,
when the novelty of such performences, diminishing the attractions of the tragedians of the
city, compelled them to travel.

The Childven of Paul's presented pieces subsequent to 1584, according to Collier, hut
not during the time hetween 1591 and 1600, In the latter year they are proved to have f.];l_\.-.‘.
again, and they were even allowed to continue when, in 1600, an .inhibition®, an order of the
Privy Council for the vestraint of the immoderate use of the play-houses appeared. Knight
concludes from this, that the date of the augmented play (Q*) must be about 1600.

Delins materially agrees with Knoight, because the edition of 1604 differs too much
from that of 1603 to allow of Collier’s eonjecture.

The change of names and scenes efe appears to him made by Shakespesre himself,
but the text of 1603, as we possess it now, never came out of Shak: hiJL'.'II"'I"-' hands: a clumsy
PEVIS0) r~1l-li1-'l| it.

Mommsen shaved, and very ably defended, Callier’'s opinion® (It
his unusual penetration was employed for sucle a spurions work as Collier's

pity that

rkins Shake-
speare), He considers the edition of 1603 ||||l_\' valuable 1n so far as the pass:
which it has equal with the edition of 1604, may be supposed to have existed on the stage alres
before 1602. 02 he proves to be the genuine text of Shakespeave.®

According to Grant W hite, OOF derives — as he shows by internal
from the MS of 0% and its shortness and mutilations are due to the haste and
which the copy for it was obtained and put in type. ., The earlier version is merely mutils
not a sketch; the latter, merely perfect, not elaborated.

Gervinus who agrees with Knight and Delius, maintains® that all the chanees which
Q2 has against Q' served ouly to develop the chavacter aud the nature of the hero who had
to fulfil a task for which he did not possess sufficient strength,

Elze, in his Shakespeare.® says ' is less a corrupted than an earlier publication,
disapproved of already when it app It seems to him7 that Hamlet could not attain
such excellence unless Shakespeare worked it over and over again He thinks it is
impossible that it was at first merely treating on the subject of revenee for murder. Q% and
Q! are to be considered as the last elaboration and the last but one, vespectively, out o
Bhakespeare’s hand, The date of Q2 is about 1597 or 1598; but Elze does not condemn the
opinion of those eritics who think the time from 1600 to 1602 to be the vight one,

Also Staunton® and Dyece believe the edition of 1603 Shakespeare’s first (according
to Stannton: very early) conception of Sh.'s play, but that large allowances must be made
for omissions and corrections due to the nesligence of those through whose hands the Ms
I.;L"'\"'\Pll. :

Friesen examines this point very minutely. After having shown Collier's opinion as
undefensible, he aceepts of those of Knight and Delins, with some modifications, however.
follows:* There is great probability that Q' was carelessly printed from a copy made for this

Furness, (p. 23) as [ have been uoable to get t r works.
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purpose, which abounded already in corruptions of the text, and in marks of carelessness.
though these were not important enough to stamp the copy as a spurious ome.

Tschischwitz! finds Q! to be a mutilated corrupted copy of 8h.’s Hamlet, which was
printed from a dictated MS. This one originated from QF but had some variations. and had
heen worked up for the stage in 1600. The text of (' was played by another than Sh's
GO PELLY,

Ihfferent from all these suppositions are those stated, with diffidence, by Clarke and
White? (Clarendon Press Editors, preface to Hamlet, p. VIII) viz, That there is nothing to
prove any connection of Shakesp. with Hamlet before 1601. There was an old play on the
story of Hamlet, parts of which are still preserved in Qb About the year 1602 Shakespeare
took this to remodel 1. Before he had done with it it was printed, and we have this in QL
In Q* we have for the first time the Hamlet of Shakespeare,

It appears that Furness inclines towards the same opinion.

[f we now compare the texts of hoth editions — Timmins reprints * are made Very

handy for this purpose
'.|if-[le'i“l'll|"l'-'_ e

f. 1. . 4, 12, 13, 24, 25, et.

Rossencraft

';'|1'|'—|'1|H'ﬁ:']:!n,t-_rvu I.9 #
P31 f

1608 : Hamlet Liv W. f‘\|_".;1n|'.-l'll';|l'r‘ 1604, B
i left hand side are from QY those to the right from g
» the page in Timmins' reprints,

we find 1° whole pages alike with only slight and immaterial

Itosencraus

Leartes Liaertes
421 th'arganian heast 3811 Th'ireanian heast
33 Guyana Vienna
90 Oaosell ()ssa

g exact Reprints ete. London 1860.
; tho numbers at the begin-

There are 2° passages otherwise corresponding, where only one word is replaced by r’
another, often a B¥NOnYyme 111‘ it ;|-'Z'| ;
2 upon your watch u. y. houre
2 the partners of m. w. the rivals
3 the bell then towling one heating one
3 question it speake fo it
' L thought and slope of my op. grosse and scope
6 faded like a guilty thing started
6 at his sound at his warning
6 walke abroad sturre
16 costly thy apparrell ¢. thy habite
17T tende of Iz love t. of his affection
23 it !I-H‘.e-TEv. 'ill]'lJ"'TLII it courses thr.
4. B0, b
Then fhere are 3" expressions which are put for others of a somewhat similar sound. [
and which were apparvently unintellizgible for the ear, or for the faculties. of the copyist: i
3 it horrors e it horrowes me :
4 Marshall stalke martial st. i
5 seale compact seald e, ;
6 I :|;l]l!'c-|1|'|| mettle |mia:l]|r-snlu'-nl 1. |
» 01 hoorded treasure extorted tr. |
| 8 mmpudent impotent 'L*
i 72 God yeeld yon good dild yon |
(H 25 the Martin to be near the matin F
1 o0 contrary matters country m. ete Fi
1
! This we observe 4° especially in the use of proper nouns: ’I
| 8  Voltemar Valtemand '
| Gertred Grertrard
| Gilderstone Guyldersterne |
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We equally find 3* verses in which hoth editions have the same words, but in an
imverted order;

7 8o gratious, and so hallowed 1s that So hallowed, and so gratious is that time

time

22 And turnes the thinne and wholesome And curde like eager droppings into milke
blood Like pager dropings into milke. The thin and wholsome blood.

30 My Lord, the Ambassadors arve ioy- Th’ embassadors from Norway my good Lord
fully Retwrnd from Norway. Are ioyfully returnd.

Or 6% passages where a transposition of whole lines has taken place:

111 Weele teach yon to drinke deepe ete is to be found on page 13II; p. 13 the first
15 lines are entirely inverted.

Here 1 may add the snatches of songs of Ophelin which are quite the same in hath
editions but appear in Q* in quite a different order.

% In many places the ecopyist did not know the end of a verse:

5: Therefore I haue intreated him a long with us.

Wel, sit we downe, | and let us heare Bernardo speake of this.

4: Afore my God, I might not this beleeue; | without.

ti. Which happly foreknowing may preuent, | O speake to me.

6 For which they say you Spirites oft walke in death, | speake.

i My spirites growe dull, and faine I would beguille | the tedious time with sleepe. ete.

8¢ Prose i1s put for verse and vice versa:

21: Haste me to knowe ete

t7 Hamlet with the players

33 the bottom lines

76 Ophelia distributing fowers.

54 The eclowns conversation.

A areat i]i"!‘l"l'[’lll'l‘ 15 to bhe ['r111|lri 9 i the ]l']l;_'.t]| of Hu' twin |III:ll'5f_|.~'_ as their fitle
page already indicates; for, though Q* is not ,nearly as much againe® this expression will
do well as a hookseller's announcement — it is yet considerably longer than Q) hecause the
latter has a, a line or two wanting here and there, even such which are necessary for the
understanding f. i. 11: ., Nor shall yon make mee truster" requires I would not heare your

enimie say so which we find in Q* — 20: , That beckles ore his bace® caunot he understood
without the line which stands before it in Q®* — . Something is rotten on the same page, has
no connection at all in that place. — 27:  Now happily hee closeth has no sense. without

that which has been left out.

Or b, Q* has short and long passages much more extented and developed, as 14: the
dialogue hetween Ophelin announcing Hamlets deransement to her father; 51: the play in the
play ; 60—65 Hamlet with his mother; 78—81 the king calming, and arranging matters with.
Laertes a. s. o.

And e, it has also parts of, or entire, scenes which do not exist at all in QL thus:
7 Claudius’ opening speech; 11 how the murdered king loved his wife; 57 the king settles
with the two courtiers that Hamlet is to go to England; 70 Hamlet speaking to the captain
of Fortinbras; and his soliloquy after it: 90 Hamlet's conversation with Horatio before
Osrick enters.

Of great weight is 10° that vast change in the order of several scenes especially in
the 2nd and 3rd acts, after Polonius has told the king what he thinks to be the cause of
Hamlet’s madness. It is as follows in the two quartos:

1603 1 GO,
The soliloquy To be or not H. with Polon. (fishm.)
Hamlet with Ophelia H. with Ros. and Guild.
H. with Corambis (fishmonger) Pol. joins them
H. with Ros. and Gild, With the players
Corambis joins them (Jephta) Solil. (O what a rogue)
H. with the players The king with Ros. and G.
Solil. (Why what a dunghill idiote  Solil. To be or ete.
The king with the courfiers H. with Ophelia
Polonins’ plan to hide himself The king with Pol. (H. is to go to Engl.)

3
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There is 11 the difference in threc names: Corambis, Montano and Albertus for
Polonius, Reynaldo and Gonzaco respectively, besides this, three other persons have no name
at all in Q' Bernardo and Francisvo are distinguished as first and second sentinel only,
though the nameof the former is contained in the text: and Osrick is denoted by .a bhragart
oentleman',

3: yEnough my friend tis too long* after 6 verses which the player has spoken:
o0 : Lady, will you eive me leave .and so forth*
su: Wilt drinke up vessels.

§3" (' has a better text in a few passiges:

12" Some lines or E‘X!ll'vﬁ!-‘itllls are altogether senseless 1 QL as
1

3 What art thou that thus usurps the What art thou that usirpst this time of night,
state, in which the maiestie of together with that faire and warlike forme
buried Denmarke did sometimes in which ote.
wallee ?

22 Bo Lust, though to a radiant angle 5o but thoueh to a v oa.
linckt
a0 Capitoll Capitall.

Both ecopies. it must he s

bear the stamp of sreat carelessness either on the part
I 2 |
of the printer or of the writer, (! especially appears to have been done in a oreaf haery.

14" Grammatical peculiarities as p. 48: there be fellows: there be of them that will !
laugh: some that keepes one sute; sentlemen quotes his iests downe; p. 49: To glose them
that loves efc. are common to hoth copies, as also the elision of to have and of prepositions,
thus 391: a the way; 401 to tell mee a the Players; o monday last: 500 feed a the ayre: 3711
a monday morning: 7811 i'th cold cround a. s. o
Some 1|!' 15".L"“' f-.\fri‘illl' c|!|l|'|'€=r|l'|-~: ]]:]'.':- ;[I-».'n ;-_-'l|w<l ¥} |_-I'|H|I|."r' 153" g i|| the
character of some of the persons. Not only a matu pen but also a more philosophical mind
i3 clearly denoted by this. It will be seen from the 3 lines out of Laertes' injunctions to his
aster, which begin o nature, crescent ete., and still more from the parts of Hamlet and
his mother iu the two quartos. In Q' the queen approaches nearer her prototype in Saxa’s
tale who was at t ignorant of her second husband’s guilt., and who aided Hamlet in his
revenge.  She swears — +as I have a soul
[ never knew of this most horrid murdert.
And she promises I will conceal, consent and do my hest* ete
In Q* though she is in neither copy represented as  havi taken an active part in
lamlet’s prev : ely says: . Be thou assured, if words ete
I think, her as a punishment for not having redeemed her ocuilt. is thus move i
Justified. {
Hamlet, the same in his actions, is shown in ()* from the more ‘contemplative side of !
his nature, especially in his soliloguies; his madness is less strongly marked. N

AlL these resemblances and differences, and the various interpretations to which they
gave room, have made it rather difficult to settle the question with vegard to the relation
which the two editions have to each other, or to the MS (MSS respectively) of Shakespeare.

I suppose the exact way how this tragedy was conceived and brought to its excellency,
will never he h;Lli-Il:n'IJII'ﬂ._\' ascertained. The nature of the k”-"”'l-’" which can he ]1|'Hll1|t'1'|i_
makes the result always rather dubious. For we must not trust too much neither the state-
ments of the title page, nor the poets allusions to auything out of his time. nor all the
testimonies of all the contemporaneons writers: nor was the printing at that time done in such
a way as to furnish swre foundations for anything which is to he proved. 0! is announced
as giving the text as it was played several times, and it has indeed sbout the le oth to be
such a copy. That which has been stated under 98 must then be considered as remnants of
unhappy cuts of the managers, The copy bears Shakespeare’s name. The piece has also
neither any internal nor external proof against Shalkespeare’s authorship, not even the
irregularities detailed above ean he thought to furnish them. They arve acconnted for, if we
suppose either that it mas E‘]'i:LI"It trom MS taken down in :\]||n|]|;|||1| from 1||r]]rtr|.\'L-]',~.‘. months
(for this number 5 and 4 (p. 16) might be, and have heen, produced as proofs; and 1, 2. 5,
I, 8, 90, 12, 13 and 14 would not speak against it), or that it was printed from an impertect
copy of the prompt book, or from the play-house copy (this is founded npon 1, 5 and 11; and
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4, 6, 7.8 and 13; also 8 and 12 might be added as not strictly opposing this view); or
hat it was stolen from the authors’ papers (then most of those points would fall npon the
caveless printer). The one or the other of these suppositions may be right, or at least in
part; I believe no one can prove the contrarvy in such a way as to ont off all ohjections. But
it cannot he admitted, that both quartos dervive from the same mauusceript of Shakespeare
This is proved by number 2, 90 and 11; and especially 10 and 15 which contain the most
important differences, are most decidedly opposed to it, and cannot be explained unless we
epant that Shakespeare wrote the picce twice. QY was eavlier of course than Q2 The verss
which reads ,.,7 vears™ in Q'' cannot he ken litterally, because it would fix the date of Q!
in about 1486, seven years after the appearance of Lyly's Euphues. Q® has 3 years in that
passage; this would of conrse equally denote an indistinet space of time. Or may it be sup-
posad that this peculiar mode of speaking had bec i
to the wr = I’ e that Shakes:
into g mind to attack it ence wore, as he had done already before? We m slp-
pose 1L, beeause it had taken too much root alveady, so that even ""]l.'||{|'n']u-.||'-- himself did not
i.‘--.-]n free from it.  For it eannot be deuted that 0% abounds much in euphuism. )

1

me, during the last three years previous

of the amended GCOpy, such an it able nws Lok 11

The title page further states that ()
wnts™, These players ave the former
= "ince ]Eill'i_"‘ AS .“*'||:|L{-".~n[ll':||':' Was A I|||'l]!|!l']' of 'i||i.n 1y, th Y are: sie o
n _'|'||I|i|||- text, and 1t 1s to be =II|1'||:|_-\|-~| that l.'||-=-_1.' IE,'_'I!:II";'I'II: it well when it bee i
That it pleased well in 1602 shows Roberfs' desive tosecure the printing of i himself,
in that year. As it won so much favour at that time, we must suppose that it was then
wark of the author, and thus the date of composition of it w |

. 17th gentury. But can we really believe: that the quarto of 1603, even
without those nregularities which we have to blame, could have possibly gained snch a
This 18 not very probable. Then agam, who were the players that aeted the piece also in
Oxtord and Cambridee and __|-]~.'-'—1-.||4-:'|-"': We know that His j“l-"i"“1_‘-“ 1 had the |.|-i-
vilere to act in the ital, in the whole country of Surrey and in the universities,, But the
(0 hehind London leaves us voom to think that others |l|:|_ 1 1 i

: d it in the universit
~where. Had they also the text according to the frue and perfeet copy?
[

away from London. They possessed Shakespeare’s first Hamlet which, with the more rveflined
London ;I-:c“[u]'_\. vl not §IJ'1|\'-'I; attractive and, theretore, hat heen tforsaken - as L have
already mentioned above. The piece pleased. and was applanded to in the conntry; i
would have been the ecase even if it had had a still rougher form. For, it was not so very
long ago that Tamerlan and the like pieces had been admired even in London.
Shakespeare take up the subject ngan

had been ,dinerse times acted IJ_L his §i]:_-_||:|l-~._~n-
ord Uhamberlain nen, who were called the King'

ould be the first or the

SECOIOl vear II|

Al renowi.

£S5 :II|||

ould prapose the following l-.\|1|:l ion: The inhibition of 1600 drave many players

15 mad
ii1|I| create ?lll' ;1II||"1|||-|'} |'|||+_|.', i‘é;i|'|| WS '!|J;|_|.'-:'|L ,,il'.

his ”Jj.'_||l|--.~.~.-- sernants® at London, and _:

] ~5|_\' esteemed a good One, Roberts. :.flll_'.LiIIf_' to |i|'i2.|
it, took the old one in default of the better copy. But he took no trouble to have it well
]||'i||1|-|l_ }Il'l';?‘l:‘-'.' |||' ||'I'i 'il 58 |a;u| OIIe vy ||I:C'|I. however, II" ]I:ul na fear \‘.lrlllll hl'll well, 1 |||!'\
he was the cause for the publication of the genuine copy. which the editors took pains to annonnce
as such a one to save the hononr of Shakespeare; and it was this piece which pleased ..the wiser
Vs ]Ji“"\'l'_'.' WIrote,

S01°1

To think that ()* was Shakespeare’s, involves that also the change of names in the two
quartos is due to the hand of this poet.

That the names. n]pl'l'ilil'll above under number 11, vead at first as Q! has them, seems
to be a fact which would |H'5'I|,‘Il'\.‘~ b |II'|!‘.'I'I.{ most  sati '|IJ]i|l‘.. if Cohn's !|_\'|:||I||4--i:~ eould
he .\:l.ll]a' (K} |:I- i|||:1|||11-.~'~ti]||v, \'i;r', ”];!i the German ||."II|J||'| o I'll';Ll]'[l_"-I1|I' |'I1!1i1i]|-:| came ount
of England, and existed in Germany already so early as 1603; because also this piece does
not name the two sentinels, and it has a Corambus for chamberlain of the king. It is true
that Shakespeare's writings furnish no other example for such @ change; this is, however,
thongh a storng, yet no indisputable reason, why Shakespeare should not have effected
one here,

That Q* was according to the true and perfect ecopy of Shakespeare has never been
contested, T believe, and is proved by the other quartos subsequent to it, which read nearly
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everywhere the same. The great pains which Furness and the editors of the Clar. Press Ser.
have taken to publish such splendid editions of Sh. ought to decide me
to all others; but 1 was unable to warm myself for them.

As actors have always bad, or taken, the liberty to alter and especially to shorten
a piece, it cannot estonish that Heminge and Condell, in their folio of 1523 adopted a text
which is somewhat different from Q% and which sometimes even comes nearer to QL. 1 should
ﬁL!ll'I‘.' I]:r'_‘f |u'i::1--r! the text as it had become in the hands of the I][;|}'|-]-_~.‘ ll]l!'i[l;:‘ these
several years. '

to prefer their views

Repeating the results of this essay, | maintain the following as heing to my mind

most likely the way how Hamlet was produced — butl must in the same time add the remark,
that 1 am far from thinking to have given a final solution of the Hamlet difficulties as far
as they are touched upon in this short essay — Shakespeare tools his subject for Hamlet out of

the French version of Saxo’s tale of Amleth (the English one was made up after his play).
There was no old play of Hamlet anterior to Shakespeare’s on this subject. The earliest
prints which we possess, especially that of 1603 are corrupted copies of two different COIPO-
sitions of Shakespeare, whose date is about 1589 and 1601 respectively. (! was printed
ratically. Q? gives the true text exeept in a few places, where carelessness
the editor 1s plainly visible.

pi
it the printer m

[ should be glad if any one of my kind readers would point out to me where he
thinks I have been mistaken. In the same time. ] bez to remark — as an excuse for the
blunders which I may have made that this essay has not originally been written for our
wProgramm®.  But as my colleagne whose turn it was to do this task. fell ilangerously  sick
before he had finished his manuseript, I was prevailed on having this printed, and I yealded
though I had no leasure to improve upon what had been written some time 4g0.

The works which I have used, ave the following ones, besides the
bheen mentionad in the notes:

a. Texts:

others which have

Belleforest, Histoire I|II'£I§_'il|HI'.-C. tome V., Paris 1582
Hazlits, Shakespeare’s Laibrary I, wol. II, 1875.

Moltke, Quellen zu Shakesp. 1871 (incomplete)
Timmins, Hamlet 1603, and Hamlet 1604. reprints 1560
b, Essays, Uommentaries ete.

Elze, Abhandlungen iiber Sh, 1877

Halliwell, Life of Sh. 1847,

V. Hugo, Shakespeare.

Mommsen, Der Perkins-Shakespeare, 1854,

Neue Jahrbiicher fitr Philol. 1855,

Percy, Reliques.

Prolegomena to the writings of Sh., London 1783,
.‘-'l|:'clan'.=+|>r-:u'u- [Mustrated, London 17
Shakespeare-Jahrbuch III, IX, XIII
Simrock, Quellen des Shakesp. 1872
and others.

53.
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